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L earning about the problems readers have using documents can be a rewarding experience for professional writers. This assumption is one of the fundamentals to document design as an academic and professional discipline. Schriver's (1997) impressive Dynamics in Document Design, for instance, can be read as an elaborate and convincing plea for professional writers to listen to their readers. And the reasons for doing so are more than just ideological: Various studies have shown that reader feedback helps professional writers optimize the effectiveness of their documents (e.g., de Jong, 1998; Swaney, Janik, Bond, & Hayes, 1991) , that professional writers themselves are unable to predict the problems readers experience (e.g., de Jong & Lentz, 1996; Lentz & de Jong, 1997; Schriver, 1997) , and that writers will become more aware of their audiences if they are regularly confronted with reader feedback (Couzijn, 1999; Schriver, 1992) . For a comprehensive overview of relevant research on document evaluation, see de Jong & Schellens (2000) .
Since the 1980s, various methods of reader-focused document evaluation have been developed and used (cf. Schriver, 1989) . One of these methods, the plus-minus method, is currently one of the most important evaluation techniques in Dutch public information practice. In this method, members of a target audience are asked to read a document and flag their positive and negative reading experiences by writing down pluses and minuses in the margin. Pluses and minuses can be assigned for various reasons to all sorts of text elements, from individual words to pages or chapters. Then, the participants are interviewed individually and asked to explain their reasons for assigning each of the pluses and minuses. In these interviews, researchers can obtain a detailed view of relevant reading experiences.
The plus-minus method is a troubleshooting evaluation method. That is, it does not yield overall impressions of the quality of a document but instead uncovers a list of potential reader problems that can be used to guide revision. It can be characterized as a nonuse evaluation method: Participants do not actually use the document but rather judge and comment on it. The method, which relies on verbal selfreports given by participants, has advantages (e.g., the evaluation may uncover a broader range of reader problems than those detected by in-use methods) as well as disadvantages (e.g., participants may overlook certain comprehension problems or may, for social reasons, be unwilling to report them). The plus-minus method can also be characterized as nonspecific. Participants may make any kind of remark about a document: whatever comes to mind during the process of reading.
De Jong (1998) investigated the validity of the plus-minus method. In his study, he used the plus-minus method to evaluate six brochures and then revised them according to readers' remarks. After that, he investigated target readers' preferences in a series of motivatedchoice experiments in which new samples of participants chose between original and revised sections of each brochure. Participants' responses indicated a significant preference for the revised versions of all six brochures. Then de Jong investigated the brochures' effectiveness in a series of questionnaire-based independent-groups experiments, in which two groups of participants used and judged the brochures: One group of participants was assigned to an original brochure version and the other to a revised one. The results established that the effectiveness of five of the six brochures was significantly improved. In addition, experts judged the importance of the problems detected by the plus-minus method. Although the experts mostly disagreed in their ratings of individual comments, they generally agreed that the plus-minus evaluation had revealed important reader problems. In all, the research so far has yielded encouraging results about the validity of the plus-minus method as a document evaluation approach.
Despite these general findings, however, little is known about the exact relationship between reader feedback, revision, and document quality. On one hand, de Jong (1998) expressed the effects of a plusminus revision on the overall improvement of the brochures but did not address whether participants still experienced problems with the revised versions of the brochures. On the other hand, Schellens and de Jong (1997) analyzed the revision strategies chosen by professional writers using plus-minus reader feedback but did not address the effectiveness of the revisions. To offer a more integrative impression of the dynamics of evaluating and revising, we present here a study we conducted on the basis of the principle of iterative testing, a popular approach in the fields of technical communication and usability engineering (cf. Dieli, 1989; Schriver, 1991) . In an ideal process of iterative testing, evaluation and revision activities alternate until a writer achieves an optimal version of a document. We evaluated a brochure with the plus-minus method, revised the brochure on the basis of the evaluation results, and evaluated the revised version again using exactly the same method with a new but similar sample of participants. So, in contrast to de Jong's validation research, we did not focus on the overall quality of the revised brochure but instead explored the problems readers mentioned with the revised brochure.
In usability research, iterative testing is generally assumed to be a rather straightforward process in which fewer and fewer usability problems are detected with each successive round. Indeed, Schriver's (1997, pp. 445-455) small-scale study showed that readers detected considerably fewer usability problems in the second round of testing than in the first round. In our study, we explored whether the same mechanism applies to a nonspecific method based on participants' self-reports. Thus, we started this study with three hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: The hypothesis of decreasing numbers of problems assumes that, as in iterative usability tests, participants will detect fewer problems in the second evaluation than participants did in the first evaluation. Among communication practitioners, however, an opposite assumption is also heard, suggesting that the number of problems selfreporting participants mention is more or less stable regardless of the quality of the brochure version tested.
Hypothesis 2: The hypothesis of less conspicuous problems assumes that the problems detected in the second evaluation will be less conspicuous than those detected in the first evaluation. In that case, a decrease of the frequency of problems must be expected. Problems will then, on average, be detected by fewer participants.
Hypothesis 3:
The hypothesis of shifts in problem types assumes that the types of problems detected in the second evaluation will be different from those detected in the first evaluation. After all, plus-minus participants may focus on a broad range of problems. A shift in types of problems detected may be caused by the revision strategies used or by problem types with a more or less successive nature (e.g., when solving Problem A facilitates or causes the detection of Problem B).
If an evaluation using the plus-minus method indeed helps improve the quality and effectiveness of documents, we would expect to see this improvement reflected in the successive results of a repeated plus-minus evaluation. This study examines the effects a plusminus evaluation has on a document's quality. On a more general level, the research focuses on the relationship between self-reported reader problems and overall document quality. In the following sections, we describe the design and results, both quantitative and qualitative, of our comparison study.
RESEARCH DESIGN
To give an overview of the way we conducted the study, we discuss four elements of the research design. First, we describe the brochure, including empirical data about the quality of the original and revised version. Then, we describe the participants in the two evaluations, focusing particularly on the similarities between the two groups. After that, we explain the evaluation procedure for both evaluation rounds. Finally, we address the way we analyzed the data.
Brochure
The brochure we used in this study was one of the six brochures de Jong (1998) In our second evaluation, we used de Jong's (1998) revised version of the brochure. The revisions to the brochure addressed 67 of the reader problems detected in the first evaluation. For various reasons, 90 reader problems had not resulted in revisions. Revision decisions were based on criteria such as the likelihood (is it likely that the problem is caused by the document and will be experienced by other readers?), severity (is the problem harmful to the brochure's effectiveness?), and solvability (is it possible to solve the problem without negative side effects?) of the problems (for a detailed description of all the revision decisions, see de Jong & Schellens, 1994) . The revised version of the brochure contained 2,028 words, 5% more than in the original text. De Jong's (1998) validation study included comparative data about the quality of the original and revised versions of this particular brochure. In the motivated-choice experiment, target readers showed a significant overall preference for the revised content sections of the brochure. In the independent-groups experiment, however, no significant differences were found regarding the comprehensibility and persuasiveness of the two versions of the brochure. From these data, then, we may conclude that the revised version of the alcohol brochure was slightly better but not more effective than the original version.
The original and revised brochure versions were offered to the participants in a similar, provisional (black-and-white) layout. Except for one photograph on the front cover, the brochure contained no illustrations.
Participants
The participants we recruited for the two evaluations were between the ages of 15 and 25 years. We selected only those participants who claimed that they drank alcohol on a regular basis (at least once every 2 weeks). We included in both samples participants who had completed various levels of education, ranging from technical or vocational school to a 4-year university degree. At the request of the organization sponsoring the brochure, male participants and partici-pants with less formal education were overrepresented. The number of participants differed between the two evaluation rounds: The first evaluation round involved 35 participants and the second only 30. The second evaluation study took place within 1 year after the first evaluation. In the period between the two evaluation studies, no important media events regarding alcohol had occurred. And the participants in the second study had never read the "Do You Know? Do You Care?" brochure.
Similarity between the two samples of participants was crucial for the validity of the research reported in this article. To check the similarity between the groups, we asked the participants various background questions before they started reading and evaluating the brochure. Our analysis of participants' answers to these questions (see Table 1 ) showed no significant differences between the two sample groups relating to their a. Measured on a 5-point, Likert-type scale (1 = positive, 5 = negative). Note: SD = standard deviation.
• brochure preconceptions (familiarity with the general "Do You Know? Do You Care?" campaign, expectations of the brochure's news value, willingness to read the brochure, and attitude toward public information brochures in general)
We found only one significant brochure-related difference between the two samples. Compared with participants in the first evaluation round, participants in the second evaluation had less favorable expectations of the news value of the brochure's text (p < .05). Because the scores correlated weakly on just two of the dependent variables used in this study (r = .27 and .25), the difference between the two samples can be considered to be unimportant. On the whole, then, our analyses of the background variables support the similarity of the samples used in the two evaluations.
Evaluation Procedure
The evaluation procedure was exactly the same for both samples of participants. We met with each participant in individual sessions. In these sessions, we first asked participants several background questions. After that, we asked them to read the brochure and put pluses and minuses in the margin (the appendix contains the instructions we gave participants for the plus-minus method), explaining that they could give pluses and minuses for various reasons and to various elements of the brochure. Participants indicated when they were ready. After the participants completed the evaluation, we again interviewed them to explore the reasons behind every plus and minus.
To diagnose the problems they detected, we asked participants to describe (a) the exact location of the problem, (b) the nature and cause of the problem, and/or (c) possible solutions. We ended the session by asking nine questions about the brochure overall. We asked exactly the same questions in both evaluation rounds. The participants in both studies received financial compensation at the end of the session. A typical session lasted between 60 and 90 minutes.
Data Analysis
We analyzed the reader feedback collected in the two evaluations both quantitatively and qualitatively. Our quantitative analysis focused on testing our three hypotheses. We tested the hypothesis that participants would detect fewer problems in the second evalua-tion than participants did in the first (hypothesis 1) by comparing the mean number of problems detected per participant in the two evaluations. To test the hypothesis that the problems detected in the second evaluation would be less conspicuous than those in the first (hypothesis 2), we compared the mean number of participants who mentioned a specific problem in the two evaluations. And finally, to test the hypothesis that the types of problems detected would be different in the second evaluation from those detected in the first (hypothesis 3), we categorized the problems detected in the two evaluation studies using the following problem types (cf. de Jong, 1998 ):
• comprehension (unclear text)
• acceptance (questionable facts, value judgments, or advice)
• appreciation (unfavorable text arrangement)
• structure (problematic ordering of information or headings)
• relevance (superfluous information) • completeness (missing or incomplete information)
• graphic design (undesirable text layout or illustrations)
• correctness (incorrect spelling or syntax)
Two independent coders assigned half of all the reader problems to these problem categories, after which intercoder reliability was established by computing Cohen's κ. Aκ value of .79 was found, indicating substantial agreement between the two coders. In the event of disagreement, the coders consulted to determine a problem's classification. Then one of the two coders assigned the other half of the problems. Our analysis of problem types focused on differences between the two evaluations in the percentage of problems mentioned in each category.
Our qualitative analysis explored the origins of the problems detected in the second evaluation round. First, two coders divided these problems into the categories of old (i.e., persistent problems that had already been detected during the first evaluation round) and new (i.e., problems that had not been detected before). Cohen's κ was computed to establish intercoder reliability: A κ value of .67 was found, indicating substantial agreement. The two coders consulted to solve disagreements. Based on the original revision report (de Jong & Schellens, 1994) , the old problems were subdivided into persistent problems resulting from a nonrevision decision and problems resulting from an unsuccessful revision attempt. The two coders then subdivided the new problems into problems relating to and problems not relating to revised content units of the brochure, again with substantial agreement (Cohen's κ = .81). The two coders further classified the set of new problems relating to revised content units of the brochure, distinguishing three different ways in which the revision could have caused new problem detections (Cohen's κ = .70).
QUANTITATIVE RESULTS: TESTING THE THREE HYPOTHESES
In this section, we report the results of our testing of the three hypotheses. The results concerning the first two hypotheses (see Table 2 ) show that they both must be rejected. In the case of hypothesis 1, the result was significant, but the opposite of what we expected: The mean number of problems detected per participant increased in the second evaluation (t = -2.781, df = 63, p < .01). This result was also reflected by the total number of distinct problems detected in the two evaluations (157 in the first evaluation and 231 in the second). This rather puzzling result suggests that a self-reporting evaluation method such as the plus-minus method functions differently in iterative processes than a think-aloud usability test would. This finding also suggests that the overall quality of a brochure does not directly relate to the number of problems mentioned in a self-reporting evaluation. In the case of hypothesis 2, the mean number of participants who detected a specific problem was nearly the same in the two evaluations (t = -0.95, df = 386, p = .924), which suggests that the problems detected in a second evaluation are just as conspicuous as those detected in the first.
The results of our testing of hypothesis 3 (see Table 3 ) showed some significant differences in the percentages for the types of problems found between the two evaluation studies. A multivariate analysis of variance revealed a significant shift in the participants' attention in the two evaluations to three types of problems, (F[7, 57] = 4.362, p < .005, η 2 = .35). In the second evaluation, participants paid considerably less attention to problems concerning comprehension and structure. Apparently, the revision based on the first evaluation had resulted in an improved brochure in those respects. But participants paid considerably more attention in the second evaluation to whether they accepted the information offered to them. The percentages for the other five problem types did not differ significantly between the two evaluation rounds.
QUALITATIVE RESULTS: EXPLORING THE NEW READER PROBLEMS
The first step in our qualitative analysis was to categorize all the problems detected in the second evaluation as either old or new (see Figure 1 for an overview of these categorization results). Of the 231 distinct problems found in the second evaluation, 58 (25%) referred to old problems already present in the first brochure version. The majority of these old problems (44) corresponded to a nonrevision decision in the first evaluation. That is, these were problems that had also been detected in the first evaluation but had not resulted in revisions (e.g., because of a lack of promising remedies or considerations about the costs and benefits of textual changes). The other 14 old problems corresponded to unsuccessful revisions. That is, a revision had been made to try to solve the problem in the first evaluation, but apparently, the revision did not succeed in solving the problem. In general terms, the changes made appeared to be too subtle to have the desired effect on the reader, as the following two examples illustrate:
Example 1: One of the sections in the original brochure had the heading "Does alcohol make you fat?" Participants in the first evaluation questioned the relevance and news value of this section. To solve this problem, the information in the revised version was framed differently with a new heading: "What about the nutritional value of alcohol?" Nonetheless, many readers in the second evaluation round were also critical of the relevance of this revised section.
Example 2: In another section, the brochure gave information about the effects of alcohol in the human body. It is claimed that women usually get drunk more quickly than men and slim people more quickly than heavy people. Participants in the first evaluation asked for more specific information about the effects of gender and weight. Because such information could not be given within the scope of the brochure, the information in the revised version was instead somewhat toned down:
The text began with the assertion that the effects of alcohol are different for each person, and the sentences about gender and weight were weakened by phrases such as "among other things" and "in general." Readers in the second evaluation nevertheless also asked for more specific information. Most of the problems found in the second evaluation (75%), however, did not correspond to the list of problems detected in the first evaluation. We subdivided these new problems into problems that were and problems that were not related to the revision. Adopting a conservative strategy, we classified only the problems that could be univocally connected with local revisions as problems that related to the revision. More than half of all the new problems (55%) were not clearly related to specific revisions in the brochure. The large number of new problems in basically the same text may seem surprising, but the finding is in line with that of earlier research on the added value of new participants in cases of nonuse evaluation methods: The number of problems participants are able to detect is indefinite, and even after the 35th participant, new participants can still be expected to detect entirely different problems (de Jong, 1998, pp. 107-113) .
The rest of our analysis focuses on the set of 77 new problems (45% of the new problems) that were clearly related to the first revision of the brochure. To explore the revision phase following a plus-minus evaluation, we discuss and illustrate various ways in which certain revisions facilitated participants' detection of new problems in the brochure. The origins of these new problems may be explained by three basic phenomena.
The first phenomenon concerns new problems that are caused by the implementation of revision strategies. If a revision involves adding new information or rewording sentences, the resulting new text may cause new problems for readers. If a solution involves reorganizing or deleting text, the new text structure or the deleted passage may also raise unforeseen problems. If the writer of the original brochure had problems tailoring the text to the needs and preferences of the readers, then the individual who revises the brochure following a formative evaluation may expect to encounter similar problems. Indeed, our analysis confirmed that expectation, with 47 of the 77 revisionrelated new reader problems (61%) falling into this category. Examples 3 and 4 concern formulating and selecting information:
Example 3: In the first evaluation, after having read a section about how to avoid a hangover, participants asked for an explanation of the term. Thus, the following explanation was added: "The term hangover stands for the general feeling of sickness after using alcohol: headache, vomiting, dizziness, and transpiration." In the second evaluation, participants pleaded for more everyday words instead of vomiting and transpiration.
Example 4: After reading a brochure section about drunk driving, participants in the first evaluation wanted more specific information about the penalties for driving under the influence. The revised version therefore contained an indication of the fines people may have to pay: "If the breath-alcohol proportion is lower than 570 mg, the case is usually settled with a considerable fine (from fl. 200 to fl. 1000)." This added information raised various new objections from participants in the second evaluation. One participant did not believe that fines were really that high. Another participant thought the fines were so low that people would probably keep on drinking. And a third participant thought the exact fines were not relevant to the brochure.
In some instances, the results of the second evaluation pointed to a classic writing dilemma: choosing between alternatives in which neither offers a clearly superior solution. Implementing suggestions made by participants in the first evaluation would result in a revised content that evoked criticism from participants in the second evaluation. In the first evaluation, for example, readers wanted the addresses of the various help organizations to be listed on the final page of the brochure, clearly separated from the rest of the text; in the second evaluation, however, participants wanted the addresses of these help organizations listed immediately where the organizations were mentioned in the text. In the first evaluation, participants asked for more information about hangovers (cf. example 3); participants in the second evaluation, however, questioned the relevance of such extra information.
The second phenomenon concerns new problems that can be found only on the condition that a preexisting problem is solved. In 12 cases (16% of all revision-related new reader problems), the solution to a particular problem seemed to facilitate participants' focusing on other problem types in the same section of the brochure. That is, the solution of problem A was a precondition for readers to be able to detect problem B. In all 12 cases, the problems that had been solved were comprehension problems; the new problems concerned acceptance (6 problems), relevance (3 problems), and completeness (3 problems). Examples 5 and 6 illustrate this phenomenon:
Example 5: One of the brochure sections explained that a glass of beer contains just as much alcohol as a glass of hard liquor. People may think differently because of differences in alcohol percentage between beer and liquor, but these differences are counteracted by the differences in glass size. In the first evaluation, several participants appeared to have comprehension problems with this section: The essence of the information was unclear. The comprehension problem was solved in the new brochure version, but then participants mentioned acceptance, completeness, and relevance problems, problems that were not mentioned in the first evaluation. The participants in the second evaluation seemed to be more actively engaged with the information, making comments such as these: "The information is irrelevant since young people will mostly drink beer"; "Hard liquor causes cancer, and beer does not"; "People may decide to drink alcohol using different glass sizes"; "The glass size figures are incorrect: A beer glass does not contain 250 ml"; "The alcohol percentages are incorrect: Beer contains less than 5%"; and "The information does not seem right: It feels as if liquor is more effective." In other words, because the original comprehension problem was solved, the participants in the second evaluation were able to focus on, and find problems with, the essence of the information.
Example 6: In the brochure section about drunk driving, the original brochure gave a legal norm for driving under the influence: "You do that if your breath contains more than 220 µg alcohol per liter exhaled air." Not surprisingly, most of the participants in the first evaluation had a comprehension problem with the measurement term "220 µg" in that sentence. They did not even know how to pronounce it, let alone what it meant. To solve this problem, the revised version used the term microgram instead. In the second evaluation, then, participants were critical of the relevance of the information because it offered no practical guidance.
The third phenomenon concerns new problems that are caused by the prominence of brochure sections. In 18 cases (23% of all revisionrelated new problems), the revision after the first evaluation had resulted in an increased prominence of a particular section in the brochure, which appeared to motivate participants' criticism of that particular brochure unit. In particular, the use of bulleted lists instead of plain text seemed to cause many participants to criticize the information offered, as example 7 shows:
Example 7: In one of the last sections of the brochure, which discusses the early warning signs for alcoholism, readers are asked 10 yes-or-no questions. In the original brochure, the questions were presented in paragraph form. In response to a few participants' comments in the first evaluation objecting to this way of presenting the questions, the revised brochure presented the questions in a bulleted list. In the second evaluation, however, spectacularly more participants had problems with the acceptability of these questions as early warning signs for alcoholism. In the first evaluation, such objections were made by only 7 (of the 35) participants, but in the second evaluation, 20 (of the 30) participants reported acceptance problems here.
DISCUSSION
In this study, we explored the dynamics of reader feedback and revision in an iterative design process using the plus-minus method.
The results of our quantitative and qualitative analyses complement each other. In our quantitative analysis, we found that a revision based on reader feedback in the first evaluation had a tangible impact on the comments readers made in the second evaluation. Of the three hypotheses we formulated, however, only one was confirmed: The types of problems participants in the second evaluation study found were different from those the participants found in the first evaluation study (hypothesis 3). The participants in the second evaluation paid significantly less attention to comprehension and structure problems and significantly more attention to acceptance problems. We did not find the expected differences between the two evaluation studies regarding the mean number of problems detected per participant (hypothesis 1) and the mean number of participants per problem detected (hypothesis 2). Instead, the number of problems per participant was significantly higher in the second evaluation study than in the first.
In our qualitative analysis, we discovered that these quantitative findings may, at least to some extent, be attributed to the revision process. Revision attempts to solve reader problems sometimes proved unsuccessful, particularly when the textual changes were rather subtle. More important, the revisions also appeared to cause new reader problems. We distinguished three phenomena that might explain the origin of these new problems. First, revisions made in the brochure (as in any text) may unintentionally cause new reader problems. As hard as it is to write problem-free brochures for specific target audiences, it is just as hard to revise a brochure without causing new reader problems. Second, solutions to particular problems may serve as triggers or preconditions for readers' detection of other problems. Third, revisions may increase the prominence of certain revised content units, drawing the readers' attention to those units. As a result, they may comment more extensively on them. In all, we found that we cannot realistically expect that one round of revision will straightforwardly lead to an improved brochure.
Of course, this study has several limitations. First, one writer made the revisions between the first and the second evaluations. Although the writer carefully described the motivation for each revision decision (de Jong & Schellens, 1994) , and the quality of the revision also has some empirical support (cf. de Jong, 1998) , results might have been different with other revisers. Second, this study focuses on one particular document: a Dutch public information brochure about alcohol. A study using other documents might lead to different results. Third, the study examined only the number and types of problems detected in the two evaluations; future research should, in our view, also address the severity of the problems detected in the first and the second evaluations. And finally, although the time between the two evaluation studies was limited and the two samples of participants appeared to be quite similar, there is always a risk of history bias: differences between the first and second evaluations might also be attributed to other factors unrelated to the brochure. An experimental design in which the second evaluation occurs more immediately after the brochure is revised would have been superior.
IMPLICATIONS
Despite these limitations, the results of this study have several implications for communication practitioners, in their efforts to evaluate and improve documents, and for academics, in their work toward a formative evaluation methodology. First, as in usability testing, an iterative design process may also be used in nonspecific, nonuse evaluation methods based on verbal self-reports, such as the plus-minus method. But although this process may be as valuable in nonuse evaluation methods as it is in usability testing, the process is not as likely to be a straightforward one as it is in usability testing (i.e., leading to less and less reader problems each round).
Second, the results of our study problematize the relationship between document quality and the number of self-reported reader problems. This relationship appears to be ambiguous. In this particular study, we found that a revised brochure version that was appreciated more than and was just as effective as the original brochure version nevertheless evoked a significantly higher number of reported reader problems in a plus-minus evaluation. We may assume that some types of reader problems-most notably problems with acceptance, relevance, and completeness-may indicate a more active processing of the text.
Third, more attention must be paid to the complex task of revising on the basis of reader feedback. Apart from a few ad hoc initiatives Schriver, 1991) , little research has been devoted to this crucial phase in document design processes. We need to learn more about the way professional writers perform this complex task and, eventually, about the distinction between successful and unsuccessful revision strategies. The research described here is a first exploratory step in that direction.
APPENDIX Instructions for the Plus-Minus Method (translated from Dutch)
Please read the entire brochure, including the parts that you would probably skip "in real life." While reading, place pluses and minuses in the margins of the brochure. You can write down a plus anytime you judge something as positive-for example, if you find something in the brochure well-written, funny, interesting, clear, or important. You can write down a minus anytime you judge something as negative-for example, if you find something in the brochure not interesting, unclear, or unimportant. You can write down pluses and minuses for any reason.
Decide for yourself which units of the brochure to mark with a plus or minus. For instance, you can write down a plus or minus for a page, a chapter, a paragraph, a sentence, a word, an illustration, or a caption. It would be convenient, though, if you could indicate which part of the brochure a plus or minus applies to-for example, by underlining it or by putting a line in the margin.
Please take your time. Read the brochure at your own speed. But do not think too long about pluses or minuses. Any plus or minus is okay, as long as it reflects how you judge a part of the brochure. We will use the pluses and minuses to improve the brochure.
